In our article [2] , some of the general boundedness results in Sects. 7 and 8 for the H ∞ -functional calculus may not be correct as stated since when applying [4, 1.2.4] our proofs use implicitly certain inclusions of interpolation spaces, which were not stated as assumptions and which do not hold in all generality. We would like to point out here that, with these assumptions added we obtain correct results. As a consequence, in an application to the Stokes operator in Sect. 9 we have to strengthen the regularity assumption on the underlying domain to ensure that our additional assumption is satisfied. The online version of the original article can be found under
As explained in [2] the equality P(Ẋ γ,A ) =Ẏ γ,B is meant in the following sense: the projection P : X → Y , restricted to X ∩Ẋ γ,A = D(A γ ), has a continuous extensionP :Ẋ γ,A →Ẏ γ,B which is surjective. This also implies that P is compatible with the interpolation couples (X,Ẋ γ,A ) and (Y,Ẏ γ,A ).
Similarly, the embeddingẎ γ,B →Ẋ γ,A is meant to mean that the inclusion J : Y → X , restricted to Y ∩Ẏ γ,B = D(B γ ), has a continuous extensionJ :Ẏ γ,B → X γ,A . With this last assumption added, the proof given in [2] is correct.
One has to add the same assumption to Corollary 7.10 in [2] . 
and
Then, for θ ∈ (0, 1), the operator B θ has an H ∞ -calculus on the complex interpo-
Concerning the meaning of (1) and (2) [2] is contained in the following lemma. Then we apply Theorem 1.3.
Lemma 2.2 For small s
Proof The assertion is clearly equivalent to
2 ) for small s > 0. For |s| < min{1/4, μ/2} =: δ 0 we have
so these are complex interpolation scales (the additional boundary regularity enters in the first equality). We set, for |s| < δ 0 ,ÎH
v dx = 0}. Also this is a complex interpolation scale.
The map T : 
We claim that
is an isomorphism for s ∈ (0, δ). The operator is clearly bounded and injective, but also surjective: 
